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3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)Q objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 



A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 4, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on June 22, 2007 has been entered. 



1 . This Office Action is in response to Applicant's reply filed June 22, 2007. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8 and 9 are pending. 

3. Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yimam, Dawit ("Expert Finding Systems for Organizations: Domain Analysis and the DEMOIR 
Approach", 2000) of record, in view of Liddy et al. (US Patent 5,963,940) of record, further in 
view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) on page 8 of the Specification. 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 



Summary and Status of Claims 



Claim Objections 



5. 



Claim 3 is objected to because of the following informalities: 



6. 



Claim 3, line 8, "it" has to be changed to -its-. 



Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yimam, Dawit ("Expert Finding Systems for Organizations: Domain Analysis and the 
DEMOIR Approach", 2000) of record, hereinafter "Yimam", in view of Liddy et al, (US 
Patent 5,963,940) of record, hereinafter "Liddy", further in view of Applicant Admitted 
Prior Art (AAPA) on page 8 of the Specification. 

8. In regards to claim 1, Yimam discloses a method for ranking creators of a set of 
documents in order to their expertise in a subject (Yimam: Table 1; Pg. 10, para. 7, lines 2-4) 
including the steps of: 

a. from the set of documents, selecting documents that refer to the subject to create a 
subject related subset of documents (Yimam: Table 1; pg. 10, para. 2); 

b. selecting extracts from the subset of documents that refer to the subject (Yimam: 
pg. 10, para. 3; ); and 

c. using the analysis to rank the creators (Yimam: page 10, para. 7, lines 2-4). 

9. Yimam does not expressly disclose analyzing the linguistic structure of the extracts by 
isolating verbs in the extracts to create a set of verbs for classification and classifying each 
isolated verb in the set of verbs according to a predetermined hierarchy. 

10. Liddy discloses a natural language processing (NLP) technique that processes a subset of 
documents (Liddy: col. 4, lines 43-48, 59-67; col. 5, lines 1-3) and analyzes the linguistic 
structure of the documents (Liddy: col. 9, lines 32-35, 44-50; col. 13, lines 4-9) isolating words 
(verbs) (Liddy: col. 12, lines 30-35, 47-49, 64-67; col. 13, lines 1-4). 
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1 1 . AAPA discloses Speech Act Theory (SAT), which proposes "that communication 
involves speaker's expression of an attitude (i.e. an illocutionary act) towards the contents of the 
communication." AAPA at 8, lines 9-10. AAPA further discloses that defined hierarchies of 
verbs and categories of illocutionary verbs are provided by SAT. AAPA at 8, lines 22-27. 

12. Yimam, Liddy and AAPA are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of processing documents and extracting terms. 

13. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the method of Yimam by adding the steps of analyzing the linguistic structure 
of the extracts by isolating verbs in the extracts to create a set of verbs for classification, taught 
by Liddy, and classifying each isolated verb in the set of verbs according to a predetermined 
hierarchy, as taught by AAPA. 

14. The motivation for doing so would have been because Yimam describes expert finding to 
include the ability to interpret concept to document relations, which suggests the need for 
techniques to extract and analyze documents (Yimam: pg. 13, section (3), lines 2-4). It is well 
known in the art to use natural language processing to process documents and analyze the 
linguistic structure of the documents and interpreting them and because using the Speech Act 
Theory for classifying verbs is known in the art of Natural Language Processing. 

15. In regards to claim 2, Yimam and Liddy disclose the limitations that coincide with the 
limitations of claim 1 as addressed above. 

16. Yimam and Liddy do not expressly disclose the method for ranking creators of a set of 
documents in order of their expertise in a subject further including the steps of: : 
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a. creating the predetermined hierarchy by mapping isolated verbs to an 
illocutionary verb in a predefined set of illocutionary verbs and; 

b. classifying the mapped isolated verbs according to the Speech Act Theory 
category of the corresponding illocutionary verb. 

17. AAPA discloses Speech Act Theory (SAT), which proposes "that communication 
involves speaker's expression of an attitude (i.e. an illocutionary act) towards the contents of the 
communication." AAPA at 8, lines 9-10. AAPA further discloses that defined hierarchies of 
verbs and categories of illocutionary verbs are provided by SAT. AAPA at 8, lines 22-27. 

18. Yimam, Liddy and AAPA are analogous art because they are directed to the same field of 
endeavor of processing documents and language. 

19. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to modify the combined method if Yimam and Liddy by adding the steps of creating the 
predetermined hierarchy by mapping isolated verbs to an illocutionary verb in a predefined set of 
illocutionary verbs and classifying the mapped isolated verbs according to the Speech Act 
Theory category of the corresponding illocutionary verb, as taught by AAPA. 

20. The motivation for doing so would have been because using the Speech Act Theory for 
classifying verbs is known in the art of Natural Language Processing. 

21 . In regards to claim 3, Yimam and AAPA do not expressly disclose the method for 
ranking creators of a set of documents according to claim 2 including the further step of: 

a. filtering isolated verbs not having a predefined illocutionary verb and thus not 
successfully mapped to the set of illocutionary verbs; 
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b. checking for synonyms of the unmapped isolated verbs, that have a predefined 
illocutionary verb; and 

c. classifying the unmapped isolated verbs according to the Speech Act Theory of 
the corresponding illocutionary verb of its synonym. 

22. Liddy discloses looking up words in a lexical resource in order to assign the word a 
subject code, giving the word a meaning as determined from the context and other criteria 
(Liddy: col 9, lines 51-61). Liddy also discloses using the subject codes to determine other 
words with the same meaning (synonyms) to disambiguate the word (Col. 9, lines 62-67; col. 10, 
lines 1-7, 15-18). 

23. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to modify the combined method of Yimam, Liddy and Paik by adding the steps of filtering 
isolated verbs not having a predefined illocutionary verb and thus not successfully mapped to the 
set of illocutionary verbs, checking for synonyms of the unmapped isolated verbs, that have a 
predefined illocutionary verb, as taught by Liddy, and classifying the unmapped isolated verbs 
according to the Speech Act Theory of the corresponding illocutionary verb of it synonym. 

24. The motivation for doing so would have been because in many languages, polysemy 
exists and such steps are needed to properly determine the meaning of the word (Liddy: col. 9, 
lines 62-67; col. 10, lines 1-7). Additionally, use of the Speech Act Theory for classifying verbs 
is known in the art of natural language processing (Paik: pg. 116, col. 1, lines 18-20). 

25. In regards to claim 5, one of ordinary skill in the art of Natural Language Processing 
(NLP) would be aware of the Speech Act Theory (SAT). The Speech Act Theory is well known 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/506,504 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2163 

in the art of NLP. As Applicant states in paragraph 0036 of the Specification, "SAT says that the 
fact that working practices are reflected through task achievement", one of ordinary skill in the 
art would opt to favor first person actions over third person actions. The Speech Act Theory 
focuses on what people "do" and not only statements that are made, but actions also performed 
by those statements. Thus, referencing the SAT, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the combined method of Yimam and Liddy 
by adding the step of weighting extracts to favor those written in the first person over those 
written in the third person. 

26. In regards to claim 6, Yimam, Liddy and Yimam disclose a method for ranking creators 
according to claim 1, wherein the set of documents is e-mail communications (Yimam: pg. 8, 
lines 5-6; Table 1). 

27. Claims 8 and 9 are substantially similar to claim 1 in the form of a computer and are 
rejected for the same reasons. Liddy discloses a computer programmable to perform the method 
of claim 1 (Liddy: col. 5, lines 20-47). 

Response to Amendment 
Rejection of Claim 7 under 35 U.S.C 1 12, First Paragraph 

28. Claim 7 is cancelled rendering the rejection of claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first 
paragraph moot. 

Rejection of Claim 7 under 35 U.S.C 101 

29. Claim 7 is cancelled rendering the rejection of claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 101 moot. 
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Response to Arguments 
Rejection of claims 1 and 4-9 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

30. Claims 4 and 7 are cancelled rendering the rejection of claims 4 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) moot. 

31. Applicant's arguments in regards to the rejections to claims 1, 5, 8 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a), have been fully considered but they are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection 
above. Prior art of record Yimam and Liddy are again relied upon for several features. In 
regards to these features, Applicant presents several arguments, which will be addressed below 
providing a full response. 

32. First, Applicant alleges that Yimam fails to teach the specific method of the instant 
invention arguing that table 1 of Yimam "is no more than a general assembly of features that 
have been or may be used in expert finding systems" (Remarks at 10.) Applicant reasoned that 
table 1 does not disclose a specific expert finding system, which includes all the features in the 
table and that the specific combination is inferred by the Examiner, however, not specifically 
disclosed. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Yimam discussed an intuitive domain model on 
page 8. Yimam describes the intuitive domain model as comprising a "faceted classification 
scheme" and that each fact is represented by a "domain factor." Yamim at 8. Yimam goes on to 
discuss the domain analysis of the domain factors in designing "an architecture that is flexible 
enough to allow incorporation of various implementations of the other domain factors." Yimam 
at 1 1. Essentially, the architecture of Yimam is a specific combination of the domain factors. 
Thus, Yimam discloses the three features of claim 1 as stated in the rejection. 
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33. Applicant then alleges that the cited portions of Liddy are inconsistent to combine and 
therefore improper because the cited portions describe two different components that do not 
relate to each other (Remarks at 1 1 .) The cited portions in Liddy discuss a Subject Field Coder, 
a Text Structurer and a Single Term Detector. Applicant alleges it is improper to combine these 
components. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Figure 3 of Liddy maps out a path a 
document can take through the processing method. Elements 100, 140 and 130 are the 
aforementioned components respectively. It is clear from the drawing, that a document can go 
through each of the components before processing is complete. As such, a combination of the 
components together does not create an inconsistency because together, the components perform 
the specific features of claim 1 that Yimam does not expressly disclose. 

34. In regards to the specific feature of classifying each isolated verb according to a 
predetermined hierarchy, Applicants arguments are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection 
set forth above. 

Rejection of claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

35. Applicant's arguments in regards to the rejections to claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a), have been fully considered but they are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection 
above. 



Conclusion 
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36. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Le whose telephone number is 571-272-7970. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs : 9:30am-6pm, Fri: 8am-4:30pm. 

37. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

38. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Michael Le 
Art Unit 2163 
September 4, 2007 




WILSON LEE 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



